 RMC (Ready mix concrete) is one of the promising domestic private and public works of the most important materials. Its quality as a direct response to the structural strength, there by affecting the safety and durability of the building. However, in addition to the general requirements of construction industry of ready-mixed concrete plants need normative quality, lowest price but also, and more to shoulder the responsibility for the overall safety of buildings. When engineering materials procurement contract, the price is often the process is a major factor in the decision maker's, but the quality and back-end services, it is important elements of the construction unit. For between price, quality and service interaction impact or relevance, and under consideration of the purchase cost of the project should be carried out to explore the relationship. Methods the study included data collection, Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) and so on. First performed description of the problem, identify the factors which influence through expert interviews and establish hierarchical relationships using pairwise comparison of the way through each questionnaire. So establish pairwise comparison matrix to calculate the maximum feature vector and matrix eigenvalues, and through consistency test to strike between the relative weight of each factor weight. In order to provide the industry's reorientation improvement and overall understanding of the current needs of the owners of lies.
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INTRODUCTION Research Background and Motivation
Ready-mix concrete (RMC) is one of the most widely used and important construction materials. However, the threshold for establishing an RMC plant is relatively low and the industry is not regulated by a dedicated government authority. As a result, quality among RMC manufacturers can vary significantly. Although standard certifications have been established by industry associations and academic research, price is the most influential factor in the market. In recent years, the public, private, and academic sectors have all highlighted the importance of quality, and some suppliers have adopted service-oriented marketing models. However, businesses still have price requirements, which may lead to conflicting considerations in the choice of RMC supplier. Assuming that the products of major RMC plants all meet certain standards, we aimed to develop a decision-making approach that could be used to understand the needs of buyers, providing valuable reference to RMC suppliers.
Research Objectives and Process
Previous studies on supplier selection tools have focused on utilization and functionality. However, the results are still not a reliable indication to decision-makers that the selected supplier will really be able to satisfy their procurement requirements. Failing to meet the needs of the buyer will lead to additional transaction costs and diminish competitive advantage. Therefore, we sought to understand whether suppliers selected on the basis of expert experience can deliver the highest levels of satisfaction. We constructed a model using the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) and evaluated its validity. After interviewing experts with extensive experience in the construction industry, we identified assessment constructs and criteria, and employed AHP to determine the weight of each factor. These criteria can serve as reference for buyers when procuring RMC.
RESEARCH METHOD
The Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) was developed in 1971 by Professor Thomas L. Saaty of the University of Pittsburgh. It has been widely applied in studies of business management and public administration. The methodology involves collating the viewpoints of experts and decision-makers, and then simplifying a complex evaluation framework into an easily comprehended hierarchy of elements that relate to the decision problem. The maximized eigenvalue is then used to compare and rate matrix consistency, providing data that can serve as reference for decision-makers. The AHP workflow can be divided into two main phases [1, 2, 3] :
(1) Building the hierarchy The relative importance of each element is determined by comparing it to other elements in the hierarchy. This allows us to clearly understand how changes in elements at a higher level affect elements at a lower level. Elements can also be added to the original structure without needing to make significant changes. According to Saaty (1980), we build the hierarchy by organizing all the entities identified in our decision problem into several disjoint sets, which are then set out according to hierarchical relationships of dominance. It is assumed that any set at any level is influenced only by the set directly above it in the hierarchy. Sets at the same level are mutually exclusive, and elements within a set are independent of each other. There is no prescribed method of building the hierarchy; common methods include brainstorming, structural interpretation, and the Delphi technique. The resulting hierarchy is professional, wide-ranging, and effective, and can be used to more objectively present a case to decision-makers [1, 2, 3] .
(2) Calculating numerical weights of elements Elements are compared with each other two at a time, and the results used to build an evaluation matrix. The maximum eigenvalue is then calculated and used to conduct consistency testing before numerical weights are computed. All levels must be tested to determine whether the consistency ratio (CR) is ≦ 0.1, which indicates whether the weight vectors satisfy the conditions of transitivity. The two types of consistency indicator are the consistency index (CI) and consistency ratio (CR). In addition to testing the consistency of each level, overall consistency must be tested as well. The equations for CI and CR are shown in Eq.1 and Eq.2, respectively:
In Eq. 2, RI refers to the random index, which is a reciprocal consistency index compiled from the CI values of samples at different levels. The RI value for each comparison matrix can be obtained using Note: The corresponding RI values for levels 1-11 are calculated using a sample size of 500; RI values for levels 12-15 are calculated using a sample size of 100.
If CR ≦ 0.1, this indicates that the weights are consistent. If not, the hierarchy must be examined and rebuilt. The basic assessment scale used in AHP is divided into equal importance, weak importance, essential importance, significant importance, and absolute importance [2] . To enable us to perform calculations, these five nominal scales are converted into ratio scales. A compromised value is inserted in between each scale to ensure better consistency. The five scales are identified as values 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9, with intermediate values of 2, 4, 6, and 8. The definition of each nominal scale is provided in Table 2 below: 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Questionnaire Framework
After interviewing experts, we identified three key constructs and fifteen assessment criteria, which formed the basis of our Likert Scale questionnaire. We selected respondents from three metropolitan areas (A, B, and C) and one rural area (D) in order to understand regional differences. Our AHP framework and elements are defined in Table 3 . [1,4,5,6]。 
Third party validation
Product quality or the production process has been reviewed and recognized by a third party such as ISO or GRMC.
Service
Number of staff A sufficient number of staff to perform all duties required by the business, such as service, quality control, and production management.
Geographical location
Supplier is located within a reasonable distance from the buyer, and the product is delivered within a reasonable timeframe. Transport capacity Ability to deliver products in a timely fashion.
Results
There are regional differences in the RMC industry, due to the limited transit time of RMC (concrete must be laid within 90 minutes) and the different requirements of different building projects. Urban areas also have different requirements to rural areas, and sources of raw materials differ from region to region. We therefore analyzed the questionnaire results by region as shown in Tables 4-7. Analysis of service, quality, and price: Areas A, B, and C considered price to be the most important factor. Only Area D ranked quality above all other constructs. Is this because local businesses have a greater awareness of quality, or because local suppliers have marketed their products effectively? Further analysis showed that businesses in Area D ranked professional competence and quality controls as the most important factors. This focus on professionalism, as well as strong emphasis on quality from local suppliers, underpin the above results. The most important factor in the price construct was brand image. Buyers of RMC are so conscious of brand image that it has a positive effect on price. Consumers evidently believe that a company with a strong brand is more reliable.
In the quality construct, Areas A, B, and C ranked quality of raw materials as one of the top two factors. Areas C and D ranked the professional competence of suppliers as the most important factor. It is clear that local businesses place considerable emphasis on capability. Third party validation, which is highly regarded in the academic sector, was considered relatively important only in Area A. Businesses in Taipei may find a third party validation system more relatable, while other areas consider the quality of raw materials to have a greater influence on overall quality.
All four areas ranked service as the least important construct. Service standards, no matter how high, can never make up for unreasonable pricing or poor product quality. Ready-mix concrete is a basic construction material generally purchased in large quantities. It is not surprising that buyers prioritize other factors over service. However, all four areas agreed that transport capacity was the most important element of service. Due to its material properties, RMC has a limited transit time; once the concrete has set, it is useless no matter how excellent the ratio of raw materials. Suppliers of RMC must be aware of this issue. Metropolitan areas placed greater emphasis on internal quality controls compared to second-tier cities. Feedback was considered relatively important by local businesses. Compared to buyers, suppliers were more concerned with number of staff and geographical location.
CONCLUSION
This study explored the decision-making factors affecting buyers of RMC in rural and urban areas, and the priority ranking of each factor. We found that different areas were concerned with different issues. This information is valuable reference to local suppliers.
(1) Urban areas (A, B, and C) considered price to be the most important construct, followed by quality and then service. In the price construct, brand image, ratio difference, and cost of raw materials were the most important decision-making factors.
(2) Rural area D considered quality to be the most important construct, followed by price and then service. Professional competence and quality controls were the most important decision-making factors.
(3) All areas (A, B, C, and D) considered transport capacity to be the most important element of service. This shows that organized dispatch and timely delivery are considered the most important aspects of service.
